Further, the text seems to be rather badly corrupted in one or two passages.3 But these are minor blemishes. It seems to me that future editors of this second century text are, on the whole, in a fortunate position.
After Perler's edition appeared, the Melito papyri have been reconsidered by S. G. IIall. cially the Syriac texts, should also be seriously studied again. For the present study, however, and perhaps even for the recension of the text in a new edition, the versions are of comparatively small importance.
Hall's general conclusion tends towards a "rehabilitation" of A.5 And it is likely that future study of Melito in general will point the same way. Perler's edition favours B: "B mdrite g6n6ralement plus de confiance", he So in principle Perler's case for B is, in my opinion, a weak one. In practice, preference for one witness may as often lead to wrong as to right results. I mention one instance. In § 47, 1. 337-339 there is a quotation from Genesis 2:16-17, which is transmitted with some degree of variation. Table 1 8 See Perler, p. 236-238 for a fragment.
